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Please find below a communication from the EXAMINER in charge of this application 



The communication filed on 08/23/02 (paper no. 1 1) is non-responsive to the prior Office 
action because Applicants' 'Response to Restriction' does not include an election of one of the 
inventions set forth in the restriction requirement mailed 06/18/02 (paper no. 9). As clearly set 
forth in paragraph 5 of the restriction requirement mailed 06/18/02 (paper no. 9), 37 C.F.R 1.143 
requires that Applicant submit a complete response to the restriction requirement by including an 
election of an invention to be examined "even though the requirement be traversed". 

Since the response appears to be bona fide, but through an apparent oversight or 
inadvertence failed to provide a complete response, Applicant is required to complete the 
response within a TIME LIMIT of ONE MONTH from the date of this letter or within the time 
remaining in the response period of the last Office action, whichever is longer. NO EXTENSION 
OF THIS TIME LIMIT MAY BE GRANTED UNDER EITHER 37 C.F.R 1 .136(a) or (b), but 
the period for response set in the last Office action may be extended up to a maximum of SIX 
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